
e Only 20 states had gem:rai information on PCB h:nards in schools av,1.ilable, eight srates provided 

links to oucside websites (mostly EPA), and 23 sta(cs did not Juve information on PCB hazards 

in schools available at all . 

• 33 states had no specific information readily ,wa.ilable on the potential hazard assodated with 

PCB-containing fluorescent light ballast and 40 states had no spe-.ific infonnation readily available 

on potential concerns ,,,ith PCB-containing raulk. 

• 46 states did not have any readily av,1ilable reporting guid,mce or information on how to report 

a potent.ial PCB hazard either to tJ,e EPA, states, or those who may aftected by a PCB hzard, 

leaving only font stMe, [Conncct;Cl1t,41i J\,1inn.esot.a,47 1 ew Jersey;4~ and Otegon4~] that had such 

information available on a state government website. 

e Even information related to the disposal of PCBs, ·which is rcguiated under TSCA, was only directly 

found on the websites of 18 states, and was linked to indirectly on seven srates'websites.1here were 

26 states thm: did not have ,my information on disposal of PCB-·comain.ing m:uerials readilyavailabh:, 

• No &tate had both dec1r reporting- guidance for communirnting information about PCB hazards 

to parents, teachers, and employees, and reporting guidance to state officials or the EPA. 

In addition, ,1.lthough remediation of dispos:i.L of PCBs must comply with TSCA regulations50, tbc E PA is only rec1nired 

to be notified of PCR hazards in sch1x)l s under some, but not all, cleanup circumstances 'This not only create, :1 rhallenge 

in determining the extent of PCB hazards in schools, bu.t also removes the potential opportunity for the EPA or state 

officials to provide guidance before m during a PCB remedJation project. 

RECOMMENDJrnON ftS : The EPA should immediately develop guidance regarding the 

means by which parents, teachers, and employees should be notified of potential PCB hazards. 

In addition, AHERA should be am('.nded to make :,uch notification to parents, tearhers. and 

employees mandatory, as is the case for asbestos, anti to require states to notify the EPA whenever 

a PCB hazard that re9uires remediation is identified, prior to beginning remediation efforts. 

KEY FINDING # 4 
Thete ~➔ppoor-s te be in1'.:,Jcnsistc,ncy h\ th® Wtl\' eti~h EPA Regbn h:;llntHes enfuro;,'{;Jn'ltint acth;W~..s, a.rid 

:t~om1rH.1nicJtion witM schoo/t) ::md kH:c! edu,:,t1horiid Jgendes wHhfn the R~Jio11 1 cmd vtwh:.bmty ht the 

w&y each EPJ!l r®{tion ~C~!& track nt pomnti,Si! PCB t1az.ards in 1;choo!s . 

1he 286 cases provided by the EPA regMding PCB hazards in schoois genernliy dealt with comp.liance activities for 

srhools that did not follow 1 rope( EPA gl1idancewhen re rrw.foting PCB hazards. Rarely did the cases describe tequests 

for assistance in handiing a PCB remediation project in advance of its commencement. Exception,: ro this lie in Region 

1 (New England) and Region 10 (Pacific Northwest and .Alaska). For example, the Connecticut Department of Energy 

and Environ.mental Protection reguforly appears to share proposed remediation projects with EPA Region 1 fo:r input, 

induding project, that do not fail under federnl reguhtions, which seems to be the- case wirh Masrnchusetts as wdL In 
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Oregon and vVashington, there are numerous examples of cases that, with a srnnis of"adv.isement only, no action,".indirnte 

that the EPA was consulted prior to a remediation acdon for a PCB hazard. \Vhile there are other examples of ~dwols o r 

local education agencies reaching out to the EPA for assistance (a notable case is the Los Angele, Unified School District 

in Region 9), these appear co be infrequent compared co d,ose within Reg.ions 1 and 10. 

Additionally, in at least one EPA Region, EPA rewrdkeeping appears to be haphazard at best and also reflects poor 

communication and coordination with the state agencies in the Region. Region 8 of the EPA (which includes Colorado 

and North Dakota) did not list even a single instance in which the EPA was involved in ,1 case of PCBs frm nd in schools 

in the submitral to Senator 1Vhrkey; however, an August 2016 Boulder Weekly article noted rhar the Boulder Valley School 

District in Colorado has found PCBs .in some buildings, and a5ked the EP.A. for regulatory information but did not request 

remediation assistance or consultation on its proposed remedy-5' In the article, the Colorado Department of Education and 

Departmmt of Public Health and Environment stated that the responsibility for addre5sing PCB hawrds was with EPA 

Region 8 and local educational agencies, saying that it had no responsibility for investigating PCBs and had no 1ntention 

of doing so. 1he fact that Region 8 d.id not provide a single case in response to Senator Markey's request is even more 

troubling considering a 2010 EPA52 press release that states thar the same .EPA Regional office also worked with schools 

in North Dakota to a.ddress PCB-containing fluorescent light ballast . 

.Based on the presumed scope of potential hazards of PCBs in schools, the.re may be forge. numbets of instances of 

PCB ha-zards in schools that are not reporn:d to or rewrde<l by rhe EPA. In addition., ead1 regional EPA office appears ro 

maintain different record-keeping protocol~. Some EPA regiom pmvided specific details regarding EP.A:s re,pon$e to each 

case of PCB h,nards in schools, while other Regions just noted that EPA's response was "complece."The lack of consistent 

reco rdkeeping created challenges in determining the scope of PCB hazards in schools about ,vh.ich EPA is aware. Uniform 

recordkeeping and .increased awareness wirhin and between EPA Regions could augment EPA's a.bility to assist schools 

in the identification of best prnctices and in the avoidance of mistakes. 

RECOMf,H:NDATH)~ 11'4:1he EPA should immediately develop and implement guidance 10 

enhance consistency in rccordkeepi ng, sharing ofbesi• practin~s and other information, ou trt!ach 

to states and school districts, and enforcement activities !'elated to PCB ha7.-ards in schools across 

all EPA regions. EPA regional offices should increase their outreach to states and local education 

agencies to make them aware of available EPA's PCB regulations, guidance and resources, 

KEY FINDING #5 
Th"'ro ~t-B n111ny exmnpies ot impropiH' ant! h,eHocfai<* rospont,R.,$ to ~ncl r8mecl)atkm of PCB h$t,2wds 

h sd10ols. Failures to fully remediate PCB hazards have also occurred in cases of schools .folhwing EPA guidance, 

rni,,ing questions about the adequacy of such guidance. 'Ihe bck of requirements for the re:;:ting of PCBs during or after 

remediation projects also limi.s certainry of the effecr.ivenesB of most remediarion efforts. 

Under AffERA. schools are required to t,1ke action a,nd have detailed plans on ,1ny respon;,e actions or me,1sures ro 

reduce asbt:stos exposure in :accordance ,vith EPA guidelines, The derailed plans must include the identification ot' the 

spe<ific locations of asbestos within a school and plans frir re- inspeci-ion at least onc:e every three year~. Such plans must 

be made available upon reque$t, and parents, students, and staff must be notified of the plans. 
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111ere are currently no such requirements for PCB hazards in schools. 111e EPA provides several docurnents on "PCBs 

in Building VIaterials" on its website53 , which include details on actions for reducing exposure to PCBs, how to properly 

address the hazard of PCB-containing fluorescent light ballast, and guidance fi)r contractors on proper PCB abatement, but 

it is unclear how effectively these materials are provided to or used by schools. 111ere appears to be minimal availability of 

EPA's PCB guidance on state websites, and a review of the cases provided by EPA also raises questions as to the adequacy 

of the guidance in the first place. 

States do not generally provide information on handling the most common PCB hazards in schools: fluorescent light 

ball as, and caulk Based on the in terne, search of state websites, only 13 states had direct information on PCB-containing 

fluorescent light ballast and seven had infrmnation on PCBs in caulk. Five states had links w external websites fi>r 

infi)rmation on PCB-containing fluorescent light ballast and four for PCBs in caulk All of the states with only external 

links connected to EPA's PCB website or specifically to EPA's guidance on PCBs in caulk or fluorescent light ballast. 

l\'lost states that provided their own information on the hazards also linked to the EPA recommendations and guidance, 

EPA's r~uidance document entitled ''Practical Actions for Reducing Exposure in Schools and Other Buildings''5•1 

recommends that all PC B--containing fluorescent light ballast be removed and that testing for PCB--containing caulk and 

other building materials be performed prior to remodeling or renovation. Hmvever, a revinv of the 286 cases involving 

potemial PCB hazards in schools received from ,he EPA revealed that once a school with a PCB hazard is identified, 

the response action varies greatly based on the assumed scope of the problem and the initiative of the involved local 

educational agency. EPA guidance does not appear to be consistently used or followed, If a single leaking PCB-containing 

fluorescent light ballast is f;_-mnd within a school, removed, and the affected areas deaned up, the testing and removal of 

other potentially PCB-containing ballast is not automatically triggered or required under federal regulation, and may or 

may not be undertaken by the impacted school or school district. 'Ihe extent of remediation activities undertaken often 

seems to be driven by litigacion or EPA enforcement actions, For example: 

® In 2009, New York Ci,y Public Schools discovered 767 schools with PCB-containing ballasts, 

with '\videspread" leaking causing PCBs to be released imo ,he air. Due to the slow response 

of the City to the discovered hazard, a third party filed a lawsuit that ultimately compelled the 

schools to remove all fluorescent light ballast by the end of 2016, much faster than the original 

ten year timeline proposed by the City, Remediation efforts are still ongoing at the time of this 

report's publication, 

® In 2014 in Anderson, Indiana, a teacher reponed a foul odor from a failed light fixmre, 111e EPA 

inspected and found several leaking PCB-containing fluorescent light ballasts across the school. 

111e district did not follow EPA's guidance on removal and cleanup. Over the follovving year, the 

EPA had to take multiple enforcement actions to force the school to replace the affected light 

fixtures after multiple failed attempts to have the school remediate the problem voluntarily. 

® In 2015, in l\1onroe, \Vashington, the EPA found several instances of leaking PCB-containing 

fluorescent light ballast around Sky Valley Education Center.111e EPA considered the school's response 

inadequate after finding PCBs on light fixtures at levels above the decontamination standard for 

spills.The EPA required an inspection of the school and also found PCB--containing caulk, ultimately 

requiring the school ,o submit a remediation plan for both caulk and the removal of PCB-comaining 

light fixmres.1he plan set a deadline of September 2016 fix the work to he completed. 
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Yorktown Heights, New York 

1he first PCB dean up and remedi:H'ion project in New York occurred at French Hill Elementary School in Yorktown 

Heights in 2005.111e father of a scudcnc at the school,Dr. Daniel Lefkowitz, brought atten.tion to the PCB contamination 

in French Hill when he had scraps of caulk found around the school's window independently -rested. The caulk scrap,:; 

remained around the school property after a 2003 window repfocement projl7ct. He decided to act r.fter reading ,, 2004 

Harvard University study on PCB··contaminated caulk in Boston area schools and buildings. His rests revealed the caulk 

ha.d PCB concenrration.s 350 rimefi ,he federal limit of 50 ppm.i<.l 

Although the \Vern:hester County lfralrh Departmetll originally srnted that the PCB coniamination did not pose a 

healrh risk, the cont:miin.ation. levels were imflicient under st:u:e and federnl guidelines to require :1 c.le:irrnp. Dr. Lefkowitz 

continued to press for further testing at French Hil1, buc limited funding hindered further testing. to" The initial estimates 

for rhe cost of cleanup and remediation were between $100,000 and $400,000, leading members of the community to 

quest.ion if .it was worth dealing with the PCB contamination since thf.' school district was already dealing with budget 

cuts.83 In removing the contaminated soil and the caulk associared "vi.th the w.indow projecr from the school, the YorJ...-iown. 

Central School disi.ricr ultimately spent about $100,000 on ck a.mip and re1.nediacion .g6,67•88 

In 2008, Yorktown Central School D istrict. sued Ivlonsanto Company. Pharmacia Corporation, and Pecora Corporntion, 

amongst others, seeking remediar.ion and indemnification <.:mts relating w PCB$ in Y<>rktown sdiool buildings, Y::irkwwn 

C entml School Disrrict alleged that 1vlonsanro was the exclusive manufacmrer of PCBs and that the orher defendants in 

the suicwerc distributors, suppliers, marketers, and sellers of products containing PCBs.89 11ic case was settled out of court 

when :Monsanto Comp,U1y paid an undi,-dosed amount to the Yorktown Central School Disrrict.!,{1 
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Addicionally, there are cases in which remediation that did follow EPA\ guidance did not entirely micigate the PCB 

hazards ,vithin a school: 

@ ln the 2010 case of Estabrook Elementary School in Lexington, lv1assachusetts, the school ,vas 

ultimately demolished after remediation efl-'r->rts proved after subsequent testing to be ineffective at 

lowering the air levels of PCBs in the school belovv federal guidelines. 111e case is further detailed 

on page 22. 

@ In 2015, in Hartford, Connecticut, Clark Elementary School was indefinitely closed and students 

sent to nearby schools after the discovery of PCB-containing material.,prior to a construction project 

was initiar1.55 111e state of Connecticut requires the testing of PCB hazards in schools before a 

construction project begins in order to properly plan any needed remediation effi"Jns. However, after 

more than a year of remediation eflorts following EPA guidance, the Hartford schools superintendent 

recommended tearing down the school and rebuilding after it was determined that PCB levels were 

still above federal guidelines. 

VVithout a requirement to test for residual PCB contamination after remediation is complete, the effectiveness of remedir,tion 

projects remains unclear. In 2010 \Vorcester County, 1\!Iassachusetts school teachers protested the lack of testing in schools for 

PC3 '.56 As a result of the protests, the school district began replacing PCB-· containing light fixtures, optimizing air intake, 

and undertaking targeted surface cleaning and window weatherization in the summer of 2012. In addition, the school district 

began longer--term projects including vvindow replacements to address the potential of PCB hazar'is,57 However, the school 

district did not test the schools in which the work was being performed for residual levels of PCBs after the remediation 

projects were completed. "Ihe Educational Association of \Vorcester, the local teachers association, sued the school district 

ultimately winning the right to have the schools tested for PCBs post-remediation.58 

Since the primary pathway of exposure for PCBs is through their inhalation, testing the air frir PCB levels is the 

recommended method for ensuring an area that has been remediated is safe.59 111e EPA provides different warning levels fr,r 

different age groups frir PCBs in the air based on approximate time of exposure (or time in the classroom)6°. A 2012 report 

by EPA's Office of Research and Development stated that "inhalation was estimated to be responsible f;x over 70% of the 

exposure" for the six cases they examined,"but that "following rnitigation of primary sources it rnay; in some cases, be necessary 

to consider mitigation actions for secondary sources." EP.A's guidance documents focus on PCB air levels, but it is dear that 

non-inhalation pathways and secondary sources, such as materials that may have been contaminated by a primary source like 

caulk, may be important to consider as well. 

111ere are no clear requirements or recommendations to test the air for PCBs after a remediation project is completed 

to ensure that an action sufficiently reduced the PCB hazard. 

'Il1e EPA should update its current guidance on PCB hazards in 

schools to incorporate lessons learned from previous remediation projects and best available 

science. The EPA should quickly update its Toxic Substances Control Act regulations to prohibit 

the continued use of PCB-containing fluorescentlight ballast, and require-notjust recommend 

- the removal of all PCB-containing ballast from schools. Schools should also be required to have 

detailed plans before starting a PCB remediation project. 'This could be accomplished by amending 

Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act to require schools to create, submit, and maintain a 

management plan it)r PCB hazards, including testing for PCB hazards post-remediation. 
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KEY FINDING #6 
~1~H11f $1~~tA~S t~nci i-o(~.nl •e\iu0at~on rsg-.erH::Jes d{) niJt hnve the -f~~1:d$ ~}~cessnrf to f~4;;rfcnn t~hnfl resr,r!Jnse 
t~ er remi..¾.ih1tiors of PCBs ~::1 schoo~s ... 

Accotding to the Center for Green Schoois at the US. Green Building Council, America's schools are already facing 

a $271 billon maintenance bad<log, and the estimaced co~ts to address repairs and modernization wiU require $542 billion 

over the next ten years.61 A majority of the schools needing work are in lo·wer-inc.ome area,$ and communities of color.62 

'Ihe mechanism for an individual school or school district ro obtain funding with which to addre$S a potential PCB hazard 

is not clear, especially if die distric, is r.lteady under tinan<..-ia.l strain. Using an estimated cost of $2 rnillion p.:r sd1ool 

for PCB remediation across the 12,960 co 25,92063 American schools estimated to have PCB- containing caulk/''1 PCB 

remediation couid cost $25.9 bi!Eon to $SL8 billion (and thi1> does not even include a consideration of additional schools 

that may .require the removal of PCB-containing .fluorescent light ballast or other mace.rials) . 

vVhile there has historically been some federal funding available to address PCB regulation compliance efforts, the 

levels are not sufficient. Under TSCA, State and Tribal Assi5tance Gran.ts (STAG) funds are made available to support 

compliance activities. For fiscal year 2015, $4.9 million total w,1s made available for grants, with only $914,000 going 

townrds statc .. spo nsored activities that enforce compliance with PCB TSCA .regulations in nine st:m:s. In the past six 

fiscal years, the EPA has provided only S6, 159,000 fot stare-sponsored mmpliance activi ties through ST AG grants, leading 

t:o between 323 and 365 srnt'e inspe,:tions per year. 1he EPA has done less d1an 60, 65, and 68 irispe,:do ns in fiscal years 

2015, 2014, and 2013, on its own, respectively. At this rate of state and EPA inspections, it would take more than 32 year~ 

to inspect the lower end of the range of each of the 12,960 - 25,920 schools that are believed to include PCB-containing 

caulk:, and rhis estimate does not include schools with other _potential PCB hazards 

By contrast, Hartford, Connecticut spent $53,000 on initial testing and environmental consultants in the first si,,: 

momhs after PCBs was discovered in Clark Elemenmry 1md Middle School in 2015. 05 'The cost of remediation aiso varies 

tremendously depending on the scope of the problem. Based on th,:. cases in which remediation costs wete provided or 

identified for PCB hazards, ,he average cost was rougl1ly $2 millkln per school. Projects to remediate PCB hazards in 

schools in Connecticut varied from $2.5 miHion to more than $10 million per school.<» Cost estimates of New York City 

Schools remediation project s ,atced in 2008 range from $700 million to $1 billion across 739 city schc-ols that had some 

PCB .. containing lighting,67 costing $875,0()() to $1.25 million per school. In the case of Estabrook Sd1ool in Lexington, 

Mass,1chusens, after remediation efforts failed to lower levels of PCB$ measured in the air, the school had robe demofr,hed 

an<t rebuilt, which cost S43.4 million. In the 2013 Malibu case, the school district reportedly spent mo.re than $8 million 

on environmental wnsultants, testing, leg::i1 fees and public relations, while estimates of the costs ftx the complete removal 

of all PCBs from the school have been estimated to cost $1.5 million.0 S 1hese costs dwarf the amount of federai funding 

that has been historically made av~ilable for PCB compliance efforts. 

HECOMMfNDATH)N w6: Congress needs to immediately aurhori,r,e and appropriate money 

fo.r the resting fo.r, respnnse ro, and remediatfon of PCB hazards in S<:hools. 
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Malibu, California 
1he need for dear ::.tandards on testing, notification, and remediation of PCBs in schools is highlighted by the case at 

Malibu High School. In 2013, three teachers at the high school were diagnosed with thyroid cancer. The concentration 

of diagnoses over a relatively short period of rime in individuals all connected to the high school prompted further 

inve~tigati<>n by the sch<X>l distri,:tY Upon testing, PCBs were found in the ,:aulk around a fe·w wind<>ws at M alibu High 

School in <:<mcentral'ions higher rhan ,\llowed by TSCA (50 pans per million, ppm). Ccm,:erned parenrs began pulling 

students ouc of the high school over fears of exposing their children to the dangerous chemical, optir1g for private schools 

or home schooling.70 

The Santa Monica- Malibu Unified School Discrict (SMMUSD) tested samples from caulk around the school in 2014. 

\Vhen rhe s,1mple~ of caulk from four rooms were found to contain PCBs in concentrations above 50 ppm, SMMUSD 

hired dr.fense attorneys and not a remediation company to identify th<- extent of the PCBs and remove thr.m.n On July 

3, 2014, SMl\.1USD sent a proposal ~o EPA'.s Region 9 oflice suggesting thai: noching be done about the PCJ3s i<)r at le;;ist 

l.5 ye:i.rs.72 In late July 2015, indepen.dem test results showing caulk th.1t c:<>neuned 7,400 tfo1es the legal limir of PCBs 

was delivered to the EPA and SMMUSD. EPA responded ,vi.th a letter to the school district recommending no further 

testing.73•7'
1 'D1e school di$trict then made a commitment to remove the caulk in the summer of 2015, as required under 

TSCA, buc only addressed windows and door ~rnit~ (and adjacent units) and not all potential PCB .. containing caulk in 

the schooV' When parents filed a citizen's suit in an effort to compel forther remediation, the school district reported that 

conditions within the affeel'ed met EPNs "standards and guidance" and pledged w follow the EP/\'.s Best ?l.1anagemenc 

Pmctices to forther reduce PCB expo$me risk.761l1e EPA. supported the ,chool district's effort$ and condusioM tha, as loug 

as airborne concemrations remain low, the studems and teachers are not ,1t risk of exposure.71 However, due to what many 

parents considered a non-transparent and problematic testing and remediation process, the parents of the schoolchildren 

were still concerned, panjcularly since not all classrooms had been te$ted. 

Parents and coordinated to pressure the school district to act in a manner rhat satisfied their concerns beyond just 

removing the caulk in the specific locations that had been tested and found to have lr.vds of PCBs grearer than 50 ppm. 

In addition, the parents reported rhat samples of the caulk parents had collected independently prior to the summer 2015 

removal revealed much higher levels of PCBs tha.n the $Choo! had previously reported.78 In fact, SMMUSD sought criminal 

vandalism changes against one parent for the samples rhey t.ook and tested.79 Charges were not filed. 

']11e school district 1nainta.ined, with the EPA'.s concurrence, that just because rhe caulk contains PCBs at levels ,ib(we 

50 ppm, chis does not mean that they pose a direct health risk, and d,at there was no need for additional cesting until 

the school was renovated or demolished.&,1 'foe school had a pla1med upgrade for two of the 13 buildings under question. 

However, many parents beiieved the school was not going far enough m prorecr the health of rheir children and filed a 

citizen's suit against the school district. 

Ultimateiy, SMl\tlUSD reportedly spent more than $8 million on environmental consultnnt:;:, resting, legal fees and 

public relations, while estimates of the costs for rhe c.omplete removal of all PCBs from the school have been estimated 

to wst $1.5 million.51 A judge rukd in. early September 2016 chac SMMUSD must remove all PCB-f<.mt·aining rnarerials 

from the two l\.hlibu schools by the end of 2019 and that "it is more likely th,rn nor that caulk co11tain.ing PCBs in excess 

of 50 ppm remain in 'use' at the Malibu Campus in areas that have not been tested or repaired"82 

The .ABC's of Polychlorinated Biphenyls I Malibu, California 25 

ED_002117 _00003485-00029 




